REMARKS 



Fhe Pxaromei has rejected Claims 5-7 and 1 7~W undei ^ I SO 112 second 
paiagiaph as bcmg indefinite tot tailing to paitieu I aiK point out and dtsttnctK claim die 
subject matter u Inch applicant regaufs as the m\ ention In paiticnlai with tespea to 
Claim ^ et al the Examiner has aigued that Mich claim is ' confusing" and has lequiicd 
hmhu explanation as t<> uho is spt.cifieail\ doing the skps jmohed Applicant 
iespediullv asserts that Claim 2 et al , fiom which Claim 5 et al depends, de.nK claims 
that "a site sends iht_ mibimauon [thai includes an Internet Protocol (IP) addsess of a met 
and an amount of payment due|, ' m die context claimed ( hum 5 et al , however claims 
thai "user data f is identified] based on the lecen ed information, and the use? data [is 
sent] to the site" (emphasis added), as claimed. 

The Examiner has also rejected Claims 1, 2, 4, 5, 8, 1 1, 1.3, 14, 16, 17, 20, 23, 25, 
27 and 28 undei ^ I SC 102(b) as being anticipated b\ Rouen et al (I s Patent No 
5,°05,7>o) In addition, dit. fxamHict has i ejected Claims o, 0, I u IS, 21 22 2o, and 2°> 
undei S( i 03(a) as being unpatentable o\ er Ronen. in \ tew of Egemlorf < L s 
Patent \o ^ ~°4 221) and m fuithei sieu ot OHieial Nome Applicant tespeethiih 
disagrees \sith such ie|euions. especial i\ m \ie\\ of the amendments made heieinahose 
to the independent claims SpeeificaiK applicant has amended at least some of the 
independent claims to substantial include the subject mattei of funnel dependent 
Claims 2, 4-6, and 29 et al 

With respect to independent Claim 26. the Examiner has relied on Col. J and Col. 
2 from Ronen to make a prior art showing of applicant's claimed "providing a link to a 
site on a network where a business transaction is occurring." 

Applicant respectfully asserts that the excerpt from Ronen relied on by the 
Examiner simply teaches that ''billing is centralized for information and/or services, or 
for any type of transaction conducted over the Internet by users connected through an 
Internet Access Provider (TAP) to one or more ISPs" (Col. 2, lines 5-8). However, 
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apphcant iespecthilix' notes nowhete in the exeeipt itfiieti on bs the P sammet js thete «m\ 
suggestion of "pi os idmg <i Imk to <i sue on a network, * and espeeialis not sshei t_ such 
sue [isj where a business tiansaebon is oecumng (emphasis added) «is applicant 

claims. 

in addition with aspect to independent (lasm 2o the I \ammet has telad on Col 
7, hues i"'-4o and item 1 20-* in Frgun I of Ronen to make a prior an shovung of 
applicant s claimed 'conditsonaHs administering pax mem foi the pax ment due b\ billing 
against the at count in accordance vuth <m\ identified ailes 

Xpphcdiit respeetfulls asset ts that the item 120-"} in figure 1 of Ronen nieselx 
shosss a bank debit card Futther the excerpt lelsed on bs the 1 \amtnet stmplx dtsdoses 
that the 'hilling mechanism will include the usei s desiied method oi methods of billing, 
and an\ patametets that define when a particular hilling method is to be applied ' 
Ciearh pasameteis that define when a partieulai billing method is to be applied, as m 
Ronen fails to meet applicant's datmed conditionals administering pax ment m 
accordance with any identified rules" (emphasis added), as claimed. 

Still with respect to independent Claim 26, the Examiner has relied on Col. 4, 
hues i-o m Fs/end<nf to make a ptiot art showing ot applicant's claimed * ideuttUmg 
shipping infoimation based on the icceised information 

applicant juspeUitilh assetisthat the exceipt Itom Lgendoi f tehed on bs fht, 
fc\aminer stmplx discloses that the sendoi max xeufs s\ith the pros ider that the address 
supplied b\ the customer foi shipment of the goods has been authott/ed b\ the 
customer " Clears, sirapls senfxmg that an address supplied b> a customer has been 
xenftedbx theaistomei as ui Fgendori fads to specsfaailx teach ' nlenttix trig shipping 
information based on the received information " (emphasis added) csptxialls wheic such 
information is received 'Ttom the si K fwfure tin. business transaction is occur ting]" and 
jnckules 'an Internet Piotocol (IP) address of j the] uses and an amount of pas ment duef 
sn the context claimed bs applicant 
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In tact, applicant emphasize:* that i-Yendorl unh teaehes that "the sendoi nu\ 
s enfv with the pio\ alei the address supplied b> the customer' t emphasis .added) 1 hus, 
tn Lgendorf the addtcss iscxpicssK disclosed to Ix supplied bv tht* customer, which 
does not meet <ipp] team's el aimed i dermis ma shipping mioimation based on the 
received mfoimation," wheic the information is received 'fiom the sue [where the 
business tidnsaetion ?s oecutuna) " in the specific context claimed 

To establish ,\ pi inn i tocit.' ease of ohs lonsiiess thiee basic cntci ta must be met 
hrst dtere must be some suggestion or motn atton, either in the references theraseh es or 
m the knowledge geneulh as ail able to one of oidi mm skdi in the art tomodth the 
jeieTence oj to combine seleRnce teachings Second theie must be a leasonable 
expectation oi success Fmaik the puoi at t teierence {ot reierenecs when combined) 
must teach 01 suggest all the chum Sumtations The teaching 01 suggestion to make the 
claimed combination and the leasonable expectation of success must both be found tn the 
prior ait and nut based on applicant s disclosure ///;.' I \k\ k ^47 1 2d 488 2i.< I NPQ2d 
1438 {Fed.Cir.1991). 

Applicant respectfully asserts that at least the third element of the prima facie 
case of obviousness has not been met. since the prior art excerpts, as relied upon by the 
Examiner, fail to teach or suggest all of the claim limitations, as noted above. 
Nevertheless, despite such paramount deficiencies and in the spirit of expediting the 
prosecution of the present application, applicant has substantially incorporated the subject 
matter of former dependent C laims 2, 4-t\ and 29 et al into various independent claims. 

With respect to former dependent Claim 6 et al. (at least substantially included in 
some of the independent claims), the Examiner has relied on Co! 4, lines 1-6 in Egendorf 
to make a prior art showing of applicant's claimed technique "wherein the user data 
includes shipping information." 
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As argued above with respect to independent Claim 26, appHcant respectful iy 
asserts that the excerpt from Egendorf relied on by the Examiner simply discloses that 
"the vendor may verily with the provider that the address supplied by the customer for 
shipment of the goods has been authorized by the customer." Geary, simply verifying 
that an address supplied by a customer has been verified by the customer, as in Egendorf 
fails to specifically teach that "the user data includes shipping information " (emphasis 
added}., especially since such user data is identified "based on the received information" 
which includes "an Internet Protocol CiP) address of [the) user and an amount of payment 
due/' in the context as presently claimed by applicant. 

In addition, with respect to former dependent Claim 29 (the subject matter of 
which has been at least substantially incorporated into each of the independent claims), 
the Examiner has relied on Cols. '3-5; Col 4, line 67-Coi. 5.. line 10; and Col. 6, lines 13- 
35 in Egendorf, arid has also taken Official Notice in rejecting applicant's claimed 
technique "wherein a uniform resource locator {URL} link is provided to the user from 
the site, where the URL allows the user to give permission for the payment to be 
administered, and, in response to the user giving the permission, the site is provided with 
a confirmation number and the shipping information of the user and the user is provided 
with the confirmation number,' 1 as currently claimed. 

First with respect to the Examiner's rejection of applicant's claimed technique 
"wherein a uniform resource locator (URL) link is provided to the user from the site, 
where the URL allows the user to give permission for the payment to be administered" 
under Official Notice, applicant notes that the Examiner has merely argued that "it is old 
and well known in the art of Internet e-commerce that URL. is an address for a resource 
on the Internet'' and that "[i]t would have been obvious to... modify Ronen and Egendorf 
to explicitly disclose a LiRL link in order to access a server that has payment instructions 
as is old and well known in order to provide the user with a quick method of payment." 

Applicant respectfully disagrees For example, as admitted by the Examiner, 
Ronen fails disclose any sort of "allowing] the user to give permission for the payment 
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to be administered," as applicant claims. Thus, it would not have been obvious to modify 
Ronen to provide "a uniform resource locator (URL) link. . . to the user from the site, 
where theJJRL aljws the yser to 
(emphasis added), as applicant claims. 

in addition, applicant iespecifuli\ asserts that excerpts from i gendorf seised on b\ 
the FNaminci tn met. t applicant's claimed "ailoxs jmg| the uset to tnxe permission tor the 
pas mem to be admimsteted, smipls disclose that the '[pjros ider 2 establishes <m 
agi cement with each of [the] eusiomets4 1-4 n " that the "hilling udi be done to billing 
accounts established tn connection with the agreements tCol 4. line 0~-fol 5, line 5). 
and that u henexei a transaction amount is to Ix billed it xsdl he billed to that specified 
billing account.'" (Col. 6, lines 23-24), 

Geary, Egendorf only discloses customer agreements which specify billing 
accounts to be billed which does not ex en suggest 'allow jmgj the uset to gue 
permission lot the pa\ment to be admimsteted " as applicant claims Thus, it also would 
not ha\ e been ob\ tons to modi is Lgemlori to pios ide 1 a unifoim lesoujce locatoi (I RL > 
luik to the use? from the site where the i RI allows the user to gne petmissron fo; the 
pax men! to be adnumsknd (emphasis added) as applicant claims 

\ecofdingix in i espouse to the 1 xaminefs fe|ection of applicant's claim 
language undet Official \otice applicant aaain points out the icmatks aboxe that cieasK 
show the mantlet ri) which the claimed subject matter fuithet distinguishes the Lgenduif 
and Ronen ieierences \pplicant tints formalls requests j speuiic showing ot the subject 
matter m A I I of the claims m an\ futuie action Note excerpt from MP! P below 

1 U the applicant traverses such an j Official Notice] asset tton the exammet should 
cite a i defence in snppoit oi his oi her position See MPLP 2144 o"} 

Stil! \et Cols i-* iiom i gendorl as relied on bx the Lvammer to meet 
applicant s claimed technique where m icsponse to the user gix inu the permission, the 
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sjttr is presided with a oonfumatum number and the shipping information ot the user ,iml 
the uses h prowded with the continuation nuinbct / T oni\ genuaily disclose thai 
'~jd jependmg on the tspe oi' goods, delivers can he made" (Col 3. lines M-12), that "the 
s endor nuts vents with the pros ider that the address supplied h> the customer for 
shipment of the goods has been authorized b\ the eustomei" (Cot 4 lines 1 - Veruphasis 
added), and that 'fp]ro\ider 2 can then send \erifying information to one or both of the 
customer arid sukIoi to indicate that the transaction has been appro\ed if approval of a 
third pain, such as ja| credit card compain. ss required" (( oi 5 lines 35-iv-emphasis 
added). 

Clearly, Egendorf only discloses the provider sending verifying information to the 
customer and vendor to indicate that the transaction has been approved, if approval of a 
third party is required, which simply does not even suggest that "in response to the user 
giving the permission , the site is provided with a confirmation number . . . and the user is 
provided with the confirmation number ' {emphasis added), in the manner as claimed. 
Furthermore, Egendorf only generally discloses that the shipping address is supplied by 
the customer but not specifically that " in response to the user giving the permission , the 
site is provided with... the shipping information of the user" (emphasis added), in the 
manner as claimed. 

1 bus a notrce of allowance oi a pjoper poor art showing of all of applicant's 
claim limitations, in combination with the remaining claim elements is respectful is 
requested. 

Applicant turther notes that the pnoi art is also deficient with respect to the 
dependent claims ( or example, w ith iespect to dependent Claim 7 et a! as i ejected 
undei ^ I S ( 10 >(a) as being unpatentable os ei Ronen m \re\\ of Writ" eta! (I S 
Patent \o ^ the I \ammei has relied on Co! 8 lines 12-41 Col ^ lines 1S-20 

and Col .> fiom Writ" to make a prior art showing of applicant s claimed l icqucstim> 
permission hom the tisei prior to sending the usei data to the sue " 
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In particular, the Examiner has argued that "Wilf teaches that the customer can 
either confirm or deny the transaction after inspecting the transaction details " Applicant 
respectfully disagrees Simply confirming or denying a Trmisaction. as noted by the 
Examiner, fails to even suggest ' requesting permission from the user prior to sending the 
iAi>?.r.Ak.U\.is>.!Jit\site," especially where such '"user data includes shipjpingj^ 
(emphasis added), in the context claimed h> applicant (see respective independent claims 
for context). 

In fact, applicant respectfully points out the transaction details in Wilf merely 
include "'the price and serial number of the requested product or service and additional 
details such as the payment date or other payment terms" (Co!. 7, lines 54-57). Clearly, 
allowing a customer to confirm or deny a transaction after inspecting such details, as in 
Wilf, does not meet applicant's claimed "requesting permission from the user prior to 
sending the user data to the site ,'' where the such '"user data includes shipping 
klfoDiMLon" (emphasis added), in the specific context claimed. 

Again, since at least the third element of th? prima facie case of obviousness has 
not been .met, a notice of allowance or a proper prior art showing of aM of the claim 
limitations, in the context of the remaining elements, is respectfully requested. 

Still yet, applicant brings to the Examiner's attention the subject matter of new- 
Claim 30 below, which is added for full consideration: 

"wherein the rule identifies at least one category in which goods or 
services are permitted to be purchased" (see Claim 30). 

Again, a notice of allowance or a proper prior art showing of aM of the claim 
limitations, in the context of the remaining elements, is respectfully requested 



Thus, ail of the independent claims are deemed allowable Moreover, the 
remaining dependent claims are further deemed allowable, in view of their dependence 
on such independent claims 



in the event a telephone conversation would expedite the prosecution of this 
application, the Examiner may reach the undersigned at {40$) 505-5 100. The 
Commissioner is authorized to charge any additional fees or credit any overpayment to 
Deposit Account No 50- 1351 (Order No AM EX" 1*006) 



P.O. Box 721120 

San Jose. CA 95172-1120 

408-505-5100 



Re spectfuil y submi tted, 
Ziika-Kotab, PC. 

/KEVSNZILKA/ 
Kevin J. Ziika 
Registration No. 41,429 



